mainly against the doctrine of Photinus that were moreover anti-Marcellan and anti-Sabellian in nature 7 . Photinus returned to Sirmium again at the accession of the Emperor Julian. However, he was deposed again by Valentinian and lately died in exile, in the year 376 8 . Since none of his works has been preserved, his doctrine can be reviewed only on the basis of the conciliar documents and works of his opponents. The difficulties in the review of Photinus' doctrine based on De Trinitate certainly can be attributed, as already pointed out by Smulders, to the fact that Hilary provides just the basic outline of his opponents' doctrines, tries to reduce all heresies to "one capital error" and names not his living opponents 9 . One of the valuable sources of Photinus' doctrine is the work of Hilary of Poitiers, who was his contemporary and took part in the Trinitarian, Christological and other theological debates.
The aim of this study is to perform a comprehensive and systematic review of the Photinus' doctrine based on Hilary's work De Trinitate. To our knowledge, it has not been done so far, although De Trinitate is regularly cited as the source of Photinus' doctrine. The theological treatise 10 De Trinitate, written between the year 356 and 360
11
, is the most important dogmatic work of Hilary of Poitiers 12 and the first extensive work on the Trinity from the West 13 . Promoting understanding of the Trinity, Hilary deals with the Nicene Creed and the Nicene theology defending them and refuting the Arian doctrine and other anti-Nicene standpoints, particularly those from Marcellus of Ancyra and Photinus of Sirmium, distancing himself from them 14 .
In De Trinitate, Hilary either refers to Photinus, or identifies him with Ebion occasionally 15 , but naming him not throughout the Book Ten. This article deals with the texts of De Trinitate that, according to the scholarship, focus on Photinus' doctrine.
It is known that the error of Photinus is primarily Christological, although it emerged in the context of the Trinitarian disputes 16 . This is also confirmed by Hilary's comments referring to Photinus' doctrine that "everything begins with Mary" 17 , since "Jesus Christ as a man with merely an ordinary soul and body had no other origin for himself except this one in which He began to be a man" 18 . This article aims to explore and elaborate on Photinus' doctrine in that view. First, we will identify and analyse the subject of the Incarnation as understood by Photinus and interpreted by Hilary. Then, we will determine what was "assumed" ("taken on") of the humanity by the Word of God for the purpose of Incarnation, and in which way. Furtherly, we will analyse the direct effects of the Incarnation understood in such a way with referring to Photinus' standpoints on the unity of the Divine and human and on the Divine Sonship, according to Hilary. Finally, we will consider the claims in the scholarship according to which Photinus, motivated by soteriology, insisted on the fact that Jesus had a human soul, that is on the wholeness of his humanity.
with God»" (Jn 1:1), but as a mere word, the one of God's operative, efficacious powers 21 which is deprived of the pre-existence and of the Divine nature of the subsistent only-begotten Son of God, the Word of God 22 . The relationship of the Word understood as such and God, according to Hilary, Photinus defines through analogy between the Word and the speaker 23 : by its nature, it is the utterance of the voice (prolatio vocis 24 , sermo vocis emissae, 25 sonus vocis 26 ), sound (sonus) 27 , word (sermo) 28 . Epiphanius' Panarion confirms this Photinus' view; his testimony is of a great value since it is based on the stenographic record of the debate held between Photinus and Basil of Ancyra at the Council of Sirmium in the year 351 29 . Hilary pointed out that the Word taken as such should be understood as the announcement of future events or future reality (elocutio negotiorum) or as the expression or utterance of a concealed thought (elocutio or sermo reconditae cogitationis, cogitationis eloquium), which is considered eternal only if the one who thinks is eternal 30 . As Manlio Simonetti notes, this doctrine evokes the conception of LÒgoj ™ndi£qetÒj / LÒgoj proforikÒj 31 .
The doctrine according to which the Son is named by the internal or the uttered Word of God is condemned by the Anathema no. 8 at the Council of Sirmium in the year 351 32 . However, for Photinus in both cases the thought or the Word 21 Cf. ibidem VII 11, SCh 448, 298: "internae potestatis aut sensus efficax motus". 22 Cf. ibidem II 4, SCh 443, 280: "Neque subsistens antea quod «in principio apud Deum erat Deus verbum» virgo susceperit, sed carnem genuerit per verbum: quia in verbo antea, non existentis unigeniti Dei naturam dicat"; X 21, SCh 462, 200: "Sed volentes unigenitum Deum, qui in principio apud Deum erat Deus verbum, non substantivum Deum esse". 23 Cf. ibidem X 21, SCh 462, 200-202: "Ut loquentibus est suum verbum, hoc sit Patri Deo Filius". It is to point out that Hilary identifies the Son and the Word. 24 Cf. ibidem VII 11, SCh 448, 296. 25 . Commenting Sirmian Anathema no. 8. in De synodis 46, Hilary observes that heretics exclude the existence of the Son, claiming that it is "only the word, going forth as an utterance from the speaker's lips" or "the unembodied sound of an impersonal "voice" and the Son is "resembling any word we utter in virtue of our inborn power of speaking". According to such claim "God the Word, who was in the beginning with God, is only the word of a voice sometimes internal and sometimes expressed" 35 . Understood in this way, according to De Trinitate, the Word corresponds to something that is semper internum to someone 36 , i.e. without subsistence, the "efficacious movement of entirely internal power or thought" 37 .
In order to have a better understanding of Photinus' subject of the Incarnation, the Word, we have to refer to Hilary's text at the beginning of this passage 38 . We note that Hillary refers to the Word, the subject of the Incarnation, as "a part of" (pars, mšroj) 40 -such as the thought or speech, respectively. For the purpose of economy of the Incarnation, this part of the powers extends in order to in/dwell in a man who was born of Mary. In the following passage, presenting the same Photinus' claim, instead of the term extensio Hilary uses the term protensio, which he also uses to expound Marcellus' doctrine of the Incarnation
41
. Such teaching could be related to Sirmian Anathemas no. 6 and no. 7, which condemn the one who claims that the substance of God extends and contracts (no. 6), and the one who claims that the Son is the substance of God extended or that the Son is the extension of God's substance (no. 7) 42 . Commenting on latter in the De synodis 45, Hilary points out that the original intention of the concept of the extension and contraction was to teach the immutability of God (indemutabilem Deum), however, it resulted in heresy, according to which: "the Unborn God by expansion of His substance extended Himself as far as the holy Virgin, in order that this extension produced by the increase of His nature and assuming manhood might be called Son" 43 .
Hilary concludes that on the one hand this understanding excludes that the Son is begotten of the Father, and on the other hand, contradicting the primary
Father is condemned by Hilary in for. ex. ibidem II 8, SCh 443, 290-292, claiming that the Son is the perfect from the perfect, for he who has all, has given all to Him. Hilary refers to Jn 16:15; 17:10 and Col 2:9: "Quia in ipso inhabitat omnis plenitudo divinitatis corporaliter". 40 In ibidem X 51 the Word of God will be mentioned again as one of God's powers (power of speech): the Word of God dwells in man "quaedam quasi potestas extensae uocis habitaverit". Simonetti (Studi sull'arianesimo, p. 145-146) analysing Photinus' doctrine, came to the conclusion that Photinus understood the Word as "mera facoltà del Padre" (= dÚnamij) moreover, "come un modo di manifestarsi del Padre nell'economia del creato". Smulders and 22 (will be discussed lately) 63 , are instantly preceded by the conception (X 20), on the basis of which the Virgin did not conceive the whole man by the Holy Spirit 64 . This is supported by the claim that "they wish to attribute the soul to something extrinsic (volunt extrinsecus animam) and not to the Holy Spirit, as they also do the body" 65 . This is contradictory to the belief of the Virginal conception of Jesus by the Holy Spirit -in the sense that Jesus' conception is deprived of supernatural intervention and is rather quite natural 66 . Hilary concludes that according to such unacceptable interpretation, Lord Jesus would then receive Adam's body and soul from Mary, body and soul that bore the effects of the Original Sin 67 , which would mean that Jesus himself bore its effects and that he was not impeccable or sinless. As Simonetti noted, this doctrine could implicate traducionism, although the emphasis could be put on a mere natural provenance of Jesus' soul and body with all its consequences 68 . Hilary puts particular emphasis on the fact that, according to this doctrine, the soul of the man who is born of the Virgin comes from an origin other than the Spirit 69 . Perhaps, Hilary's understanding of Photinus' doctrine "Cum hominem illum humanae potius originis causa, quam spiritalis conceptionis sacramentum animaverit". 66 As already stated by Simonetti (Studi sull'arianesimo, p. 158), who furtherly comments: "Ma qui Ilario vuol dire soltanto che egli non ravvisava l'azione dello Spirito Santo nella nascita di Cristo da Maria cosi come la profilava Fotino, data l'insistenza di questo sull'elemento naturale in questa nascita, a discapito -aparente o reale -del soprannaturale", ibidem, p. 158, n. 117. According to Epiphanus' testimony, denying of the Jesus' conception by the power of the Holy Spirit is not part of Photinus' doctrine. In A. Grillmeier 69 Cf. Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate X 22, SCh 462, 202-204: "Per id vero, quod tristis est anima sua usque ad mortem et quod potestatem habet animae suae ponendae et resumendae, volunt extrinsecus animam, non ex Spiritu sancto, ut et corpus ex eo conceptum est, deputare". In a previous chapter (ibidem X 21) Hilary points out that, according to the mentioned doctrine, Christ the Man assumed His soul through merely human conception. Cf. ibidem X 21, SCh 462, 202: "Ut cum hominem illum humanae potius originis causa, quam spiritalis conceptionis sacramentum animave-of the Incarnation is clearer when contrasted to Hilary's understanding of the Incarnation, according to which the Son of God Himself and by his own act (through Himself) assumes the body of the Virgin (per se sibi ex Virgine) and he prepares (i.e. creates) for Himself a soul by his own power (from himself, ex se) 70 . It should be noted that here assumption of the body implies natural contribution of the Virgin 71 whereas in the assumption i.e. creation of the soul this contribution is excluded, which is, as claimed by Hilary, relevant to all people 72 . A prerequisite for the true Incarnation of the Word is certainly that this Word is not an impersonal God's power but the subsistent Son of God 73 .
As to a formal aspect of Photinus' understanding of the apparent Incarnation, we saw that, according to Hilary, the Word of God, taken as a part of the Father's powers, extends himself by a sort of unbroken continuity thus indwelling (habitaverit) a man who began to exist in Mary 74 . This doctrine provides the answer to the question what was "assumed" (took on) of the humanity by the Word of God for the purpose of Incarnation, in Hilary's interpretation of Photinus' view: it is the man it assumed, not just single specific human nature consisting of soul and body, but the entire and already conceived man, a human person, whose existence begins in Mary, and in whom the impersonal Word of God indwells.
rit". This fact would imply the subjection to Original sin and, consequently, to ignorance, passions etc.; cf. infra, n. 80 as well as n. 67. It is worth to point out that Grillmeier 3. The effects of the "Incarnation". If we reflect on the effects of the apparent Incarnation understood by Photinus, Hilary clearly expresses that, contrary to his own conception of the mutual and perfect in-dwelling of the two natures, according to Photinus it results in two subjects: "There is a mere being as seen from the outside, the man animated and moved by the life of the soul in whom there dwelt the Word of God, like a certain power, as it were, of an extended voice" 75 .
On the one hand it is, thus, an ordinary man conceived and born by Mary 76 . Referring to Photinus' doctrine, Hilary has emphasized this reality in different ways many times 77 . Jesus Christ is a man 78 , "man with merely an ordinary soul and body (animae solum communis et corporis homo)", like ours, including, as we have seen, their origin and all its consequences 79 . That man is moved and animated by his very soul 80 -obviously his unique vital and, it seems, operative principle. Based on Hilary's interpretation of Photinus' doctrine the soul as well as the body could have been affected by the Original sin. Understanding according to which the Son is a mere man, born of Mary, was condemned 75 Ibidem X 51, SCh 462, 254: "Aut rursum per exteriorem rudamque naturam hominem illum sola vita animae noventis animatum, in quo verbum Dei, id est quaedam quasi potestas extensae vocis habitauerit", transl. McKenna, p. 438 (we have slightly altered the beginning of the English citation which actually beginns "By means of an external and separated nature, that man was animated"). 76 The understanding of Jesus Christ as a mere man is one of the most characteristic features of Photinus' doctrine. Such an understanding of Fotinus' doctrine Simonetti, (Studi sull'arianesimo, p. 139, and n. 27; ibidem, p. 151 and n. 80-85) names "a cliché" which he identified in the works of the following authors: the Sirmian Anathema no. 9; Rufinus, Expositio symboli 37; Augustinus, Sermo 71; Vigilius Tapsensis, Contra Arianos dialogus I 10. The same understanding of Photinus' doctrine according to Speller . Moreover, he comments the Sirmian Anathema no. 10, which condemns one who would, saying that Mary gave birth to both God and Man, understand by that the Unborn God being born of Mary. For the Father, points out Hilary, is "distinguished from the Son, but not under the head of nature or by diversity of substance, but only by such pre-eminence as His birthless nature gives" 83 . Impersonal, the non-subsistent Word of the Father dwelling in the man -whose nature has been discussed in the first part of the article -presents, according to Photinus, the second subject issuing from the union of the divine and the human 84 . Based on De Trinitate and to Photinus' understanding, the Word, from the ontological point of view, can not be attributed any novum after the Incarnation.
As already shown, the union of the man born of Mary and the non-subsistent Word of God that extends in Him, is reduced to the in/dwelling (in/habitatio) of the Word in that man in the manner the Spirit (of prophecy) dwells in the prophets 85 . As Photinus understans it, according to Hilary, the effect of the dwelling of the Word (understood as a part of God's powers) in the man (or perhaps the dwelling itself) can be taken as prophetal inspiration, animation 86 , which consists of mere external (extrinsecus) strengthening of the man for the power (ad virtutem) of his activities, or of equipping (instructing) of the man in the powers (virtutibus) of the divine activity; nevertheless, man's vital and, as it seems, operative principle would be his soul 87 . Jesus and the Word as the following: "in forma quanto mail labile ed esteriore, alla maniera degli adozionisti", that is, the union would be just moral, "una pottente ispirazione soprannaturale da cui il Cristo avrebbe tratto la forza di operare quelle prodigiose azione che gli avrebbero meritato l'adozione come Figlio di Dio e l'assunzione alla destra del Padre, dopo la resurrezione". 89 Cf. Simonetti, Studi sull'arianesimo, p. 155. Simonetti (ibidem, p. 152-155) referring to the sources, distinguishes two possible Photinus' Christologies: Trennungschristologie, which would be specific of a strict distinction of Christ as a human subject imbued with the divine spirit, and Christology that preserves the wholeness of Christ's humanity associating it more intimately with the divine factor, the subject of the Incarnation in a true sense. The latter would refer to the one outlined by Epiphanius Salamiensis, Panarion 71, 3, according to which the Logos was incarnated by trasnforming into the body, which is confirmed by the Sirmian Anathemas no. 9 and indirectly no. 10. Hilary would be a representative of the first, the Adoptionistic group. Simonetti supports this by the fact that due to Photinus' insistence on the wholeness of Christ's humanity Hilary considered him a follower of Adoptionism or maybe Hilary referred to less reliable sources or did not deal with the issue ex professo. M. Simonetti holds that Hilary's attitude can be interpreted in a way that, being focused on Photinus' insistence on the wholeness of Christ's humanity, he did not find any difficulty in interpreting the relationship between the Logos and Christ in a wider and more extrinsic sense, than it was originally done by Photinus, and that closer relationship in this regard seemed inconceivable. If indeed Epiphanius' testimony, along with the Sirmian Anathemas, are more credible sources, the interpretation of Photinus' doctrine as an adoptionistic would refer to its later stage, as stated by Simonetti. However, Hanson (The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God, p. 237) holds that the entire ancient world attributed to Photinus the reduction of Christ to a mere man whom God would adopt, which corresponds to the assumption that the union of the Word-Logos and the man would just be a moral one and the union of the inspiration. 90 . Taking all into consideration, it seems reasonable to think that -though relying on scarce information in Hilary's De Trinitate -this "Divine Sonship" or filiation and "deification" of man born of Mary, according to Photinus, are due to the fact that the non-subsisting Word of God -a part of God's powers -dwells in him, inspiring or animating him by strengthening and empowering him for divine activity 102 .
On the basis of all the mentioned elements of Photinus' doctrine, Hilary concludes that such understanding of the union of the human and divine does not result in true Incarnation of the divine Person: "the subsisting Word of God who remains in the form of God was not born as Christ the man" 103 . To Hilary, the man born of Mary cannot really be Christ because the word in him resides only in an indwelling way as the Spirit has dwelt in the prophets. Hilary's interpretation of Photinus' understanding of Jesus Christ is that the Son of God can neither be the Word that was made flesh, nor one and the same both God and Man
104
. Hilary's criticism of such position on the apparent Incarnation offers its negative definition: "He was born, however, not that He might be two t¾n tîn Ólwn demiourg…an (= administrum Patri ad universorum opificium fuisse non confiteatur): anathema sit". 100 separate beings, but that the God before the man, since He assumed the human nature, might be recognised as both man and God" 105 . Hilary inferred that according to Photinus' Christology, the man born of Mary, and the subject of the "Incarnation" i.e. the Word dwelling in him are clearly different and make two subjects. It is therefore clear why Hilary reproaches to Photinians dividing "Christ into three parts -the Word, the soul and the body" 106 . As we have seen, for Hilary, Jesus Christ or Son of God as Photinus understands him is just someone like a prophet (a man) inspired, that is empowered by a Word of God -a part of God's powers -dwelling in him, for divine activities 107 . Moreover, Hilary among the many Photinus' opponents 108 acused him of reducing the Son of God to a mere man 109 , a mere Son of Mary 110 , of not recognizing the Son of God in a man 111 and reducing "the whole Christ, God the Word, in solum communis generis hominem" 112 , to a creature (creatura) 113 . In that way, Hilary polemically assimilates Photinus' thought to that of Arians and Sabellians. "Dal passo di Ilario ricaviamo che l'insistenza di Fotino sull'umanità completa di Cristo derivava non dalla configurazione adozionista del rapporto Logos-Cristo, bensi dal preoccupazioni di carattere soteriologico che l'eretico, ferma restando la sua errata concezione del Logos, condivideva con la più autentica tradizione ortodossa". On the basis of the whole of the Book Ten of De Trinitate, we perceived this paragraph not in the sense that the Lord took Adam's body and soul from the Virgin so he could redeem them and heal them as they are both burdened with Original Sin, but in the sense that Hilary testifies of a heretical conception (foreign to him) according to which the Lord -assuming (taking on) both body and soul from the Virgin which were Adam's -bore the consequences of the Original Sin. In this sense the text is also interpreted by the editors of notes in the critical edition of De Trinitate (cf. SCh 462, 200, n. 2). It does not seem plausible that Hilary would be interested at all in Photinus' soteriology bearing in mind the fact that he did not touch upon that of Arians -and with them he primarily debates -to the best of our knowledge.
117 R.P.C. ing of these expressions as "only (human) soul and body" 121 . He also states that for Arian authors they do not necessarily signify "an Ebionite picture, of the one who was human and not Divine", but "the pro-Nicene doctrine of the incarnate Word possessing two natures or elements, one of which was a complete man with a human mind"
122
. In some of Arian works which R.P.C. Hanson observed, for instance Pseudo-Ignatius' 123 , the doctrine of homo purus is attributed to Ebionites, while others, for example Mai/Gryson fragment (XV Mai, V Gryson) attribute it to Photinus and his predecessors (the doctrine of homo purus condemned by May/Gryson fragment R.P.C. Hanson identifies as Photinus'). R.P.C. Hanson claims that it is possible that Pseudo-Ignatius under the name of Ebionites actually refers to pro-Nicenes, "who insist that Christ's human nature was complete with a human soul, in order to shield the Divine Word from human experience" 124 , and that May/Grison fragment actually refers to Marcellus and maybe pro-Nicenes as well 125 . Aloys Grillmeier has noted that Pseudo-Ignatius, when the Incarnation is in question, doesn't see anything but two options -first, the true union of Logos and s£rx as in Jn 1:14 (therefore Logos and the body without human soul), which he advocates, and the second option is "«mere man» in whom God dwells: Verbum in homine" 126 . After these findings shed some light on the whole situation, we have reviewed the Book Ten of Hilary's De Trinitate. Along the pro-Nicene doctrine of the Incarnation, he also points out the doctrines of his opponents, with which he disputes -Arianism, Sabellianism (that of Marcellus) and aforementioned doctrine of Photinus, whom he does not mention even once by name, which seems to be quite significant. The texts from the Book Ten which deal with Photinus's point of view 127 which Hilary criticises and condemns, we have tried to read primarily as the Arian interpretation of the pro-Nicene, and also Hilary's understanding of Incarnate Christ possessing two complete natures, the human nature consisting of the body and the soul. We have seen that, according to R.P.C. Hanson, this pro-Nicene Christology could be understood by Arians as "Ebionite" or as the doctrine of Photinus. It seems to us that Hilary's anti-adoptionist texts from the Book Ten of De Trinitate even understood in such a manner maintain their consistency. Furthermore, we consider highly probable that Hilary constructed them exactly like that, so that they could be primarily understood as a response to the Arian understanding of pro-Nicene Christology, according to which Jesus Christ was a "mere men", in which Arians do not see Deity, because in him, in the place of the human soul, God the Word does not dwell (in best case he is accidentally indwelled by nonsubsistent God the Word). This interpretation coincides with the doctrine of Photinus, from which, in our opinion, Hilary, in the same time, distances himself and refutes it as heretical 128 . That is why Hilary's words in De Trinitate X 61: "You who divide Christ into three -the Word, the soul, and the body -or who reduce the whole Christ, God the Word, into a mere man of an ordinary nature" 129 , for which were until now considered to be directed to Photinus and possibly to Apollinarians 130 , could be, by our opinion, in fact primarily directed to Arians.
Here we have to take into account some historical-theological factors, with which we should read De Trinitate, and which were noted by Charles Beckwith. He pointed out that "it would be difficult to overstate Hilary's constant concern to distance his pro-Nicene theology from any charge of Photinian adoptionism" and stated that in Hilary's comments of the events that took place in 340s and 350s, which he recorded, as well as in the revisions of the earlier books of De Trinitate that Hilary made in the course of the year 358, he constantly read "the sensitivity of being labelled as a Photinian" 131 . According to Ch. Beckwith, the history of "labelling" of pro-Nicenes as Photinians started after the council of Milan in the year 345 where the western bishops did not accept the subordinationist positions of the eastern bishops as formulated in Ekthesis Makrostichos, thence the easterners falsely interpreted this rejection as a support of the monarchianism of Marcellus and Photinus, latter condemned both by East and West 132 . Furthermore, on the council of Syrmium in the year 351 eastern bishops took advantage of the Photinus's condemnation to associate falsely his theology via Marcellus of Ancyra to Athanasius and Nicene faith, all in the purpose of the condemnation of the last two 133 . The same goal tried to be accomplished in the western councils in Arles (353), Milan (355) and finally, Béziers (356), which exiled Hilary 134 . These insights, as it seems, shed a new light on the opinions according to which Photinus, according to Hilary, insisted on the wholeness of Jesus Christ's humanity putting emphasis on the fact that Jesus Christ possessed a human soul, furthermore, with the soteriological motivation, because the human soul was as well as the body burdened by the Original sin. Let us be reminded that these opinions are based exclusively on Hilary's texts from the Book Ten of De Trinitate, not taking into the account the possibility that Photinus's doctrine presented there could be understood as the Arian interpretation of pro-Nicene Christology, out of which in these texts Hilary is distancing himself from and is refuting it. In the Book Ten, in addition, as we saw, Photinus was not mentioned by name even once, despite the fact that, in the seventh book, Hilary identifies Ebion, with whom, until that moment, among others, he openly debated, as Photinus 135 . In our opinion, according to Hilary's texts, one can claim that Photinus insisted on the wholeness of Jesus Christ's humanity, namely on his possessing of the human soul, only to that extent which he held that Jesus Christ is (a mere) man, thus his human nature is self-explicatory. This potential Photinus's insistence could be completely logical, since God's word which will dwell in him does not have personal individuality, and in the case that Jesus Christ does not have a human soul, there would not be a subject at all.
On the contrary, in the Book Ten of De Trinitate, to show that after the Incarnation Christ has a human soul is Hilary's priority. There he disputes with and refutes Photinus's adoptionism, but as in the Book Nine alike, primarily he refutes Arians according to whose understanding of the Incarnation, "God the Word exist as the soul of the body through a change in His nature that weakens Him and He ceases to be God the Word" 136 . nation, the Arians are trying to show the inferiority of the Son, God the Word, in relation to the Father, which reaches also to unlikeness of the Son to the Father. Those things the Jesus Christ spoke as human, as well as human limitations, necessities and weaknesses -hunger, thirst, fear of passion and pain of suffering, the necessity of subjection to suffering and death, are (thanks to the lÒgoj-s£rx scheme) attributed to the weakness of the Son of God/God the Word so the Arians could deny the unity of nature which results from eternal generation of the Son from the Father and reduce it to the unity of will. Son would have been a God only by name, not by nature, a God of different kind, or he would not have been God at all, but creature (creatura) 137 . In the Book Ten, Hilary is trying to show against the Arians that in Jesus Christ one person subsists in two natures 138 : the Divine 139 , so he could perform miracles 140 , forgive us our sins on the cross 141 , reconcile us with God and redeem us 142 , and resurrect
143
, and the human, consisting of the body 144 and the soul 145 , whose place was not taken by God's Word/God the Word, so he in his solidarity with mankind could suffer and die 146 . The insisting on the Jesus Christ's human soul (on the wholeness of Chist's humanity) is beyond doubt contrary to the Arian scheme of lÒgoj/s£rx, namely with the Arian position on which points out A. Grillmeier, the principle which supposes that "the real Incarnation can only take place if the Word that comes from the heaven really enters into a substantial conjunction with the flesh and become its life-principle"
147
. As was pointed out by A. Grillmeier, it is significant for the state of Christology before Apollinarist controversy that "those who recognize Christ's humanity to be complete, with body and soul, already appear as betrayers of the true union of the God and man"
148 . In these circumstances, it is a small step to identify pro-Nicene Christology with Photinus's adoptionism. Thus, for Hilary, it was of the crucial importance to show (against the Arians) that alongside Christ's assuming (appropriating) of the complete human nature to himself -body but also human soul 149 , Jesus Christ is one and the same, one subject, one person; namely, that the union of Son of God/God the Word and of human nature resulted in one subject, one person, which is both God and a man 150 . According to Hilary that person is identical with the eternally pre-existent person of Son of God, God the Word, Christ (subject of the Incarnation) 151 , who before the Incarnation was just a God, and after the 147 A. Grillmeier (Christ in Christian Tradition, I, p. 247) pointed out that Arians speculate from the perspective of the scheme lÒgoj/s£rx according to which LÒgoj takes place of the soul and enters in a natural union with the body. In such manner is formed a "human being", which means that the Word enters in physical conjunction with the body in such a way that from two arises a con-stitutio".
148 Ibidem, p. 307. Incarnation is both God and man 152 . Thus, it shows a colossal and an irreconcilable difference of his and Photinus's Christology. In such manner, actually, by virtue of the hypostatic union the Son of God, God the Word could have suffered and died, and not in his Divine nature as it was thought by Arians, nor it was a mere man that suffered on the cross, as it was thought by Photinus, or as Arians see the pro-Nicene Christ 153 :
"The understanding (intellegentia) of the Divine mystery consists of this, to recognize Him as man whom you recognize as God; not to divide [non dividere] Jesus Christ because the Word was made flesh (cf. Jn 1, 14), not to believe that He was buried of whom you know that He rose from the dead, not to doubt that He whose burial you do not dare to deny rose from the dead" 154 .
Precisely here originated Hilary's criticism, and according to our opinion, the efforts to distance himself from Photinus's Christology and his idea of the "Incarnation", which does not open the possibility that Divine person can truly become a human. As it was seen, it perhaps involves also the origin of Christ's humanity that is in all of its dimensions communis, which has significant consequences. This standpoint did not have to be Photinus's, but however, it could have been attributed to Pro-Nicene Christology only on the basis of a pure fact that it held Christ's human nature as complete. The origin of Christ's body and particularly of his soul, for Hilary can be found in a spiritual conception 155 . Becoming man, as it was shown, the pre-existent (true) Son of God, Christ, the Word, by himself (ex se) assumes (takes on, appropriates) to himself human nature -single, specific, complete human nature -body and soul 156 . He does not just accidentally dwell in whole already conceived human as impersonal and non-subsistent God's word. The union of the pre-existent Divine person of Christ, Son of God, God the Word and the assumed human nature is, according to Hilary, physical, substantial 157 . Son of God, God the Word was indeed made man (and Photinus does not see it that way), one and the same 158 , both God and a man 159 . Due to his origin and to the unity of person, Jesus even as man would be sinless, so he could, among others, by suffering and bearing a punishment which was due to our sins, suffer for us, and be free of sinful human weakness and of defects of human suffering, with which Hilary is additionally protecting him from the Arian accusations for weakness of the Divine nature:
"He had a body, but a unique one which was of his own origin; He did not come into existence through the imperfections of a human conception, but subsisted in the form of our body by the power of His own divinity, for He truly represents us through the form of a slave, but He is free from the sins and the defects of a human body, so that we are indeed in Him by the birth from the Virgin, but our defects are not in Him because of the power of the origin that has proceeded from Him, while He who was born as a man, He was not born through the imperfections of a human conception. The Apostle clung to the mystery of this birth that was to be revealed when he said: «But he humbled himself, taking the nature of a slave, being made in the likeness of man, and in habit found as a man», so that by His assumption of the form of a slave we are to understand that He was born in the form of man, but, while He was made in the likeness of man and found in the habit as a man, the outward appearance and the true nature of the body bear testimony to the man, but He who was found in the habit as man does not have the defects of nature. The birth is in the likeness of our nature, not in the appropriation of our defects. Because the nature of the birth seems to be indicated by the fact that He received the form of a slave, He added that He was made in the likeness of man and found in the habit as man in order that we might not imagine that a nature that has been weakened by defects is essential for a true birth, 156 since a true birth is in the form of a slave and the likeness of nature is in Him who was found in the habit as a man. He Himself was truly born as a man by Himself from the Virgin, and was found in the likeness of a sinful flesh. And the Apostle bore witness to this fact when He said in his Epistle to the Romans: «For what was impossible to the Law, in that it was weak because of the flesh, God has sent his own Son in the likeness of a sinful flesh, and of sin he has condemned sin». His eternal appearance was not as if it were that of a man, but as that of a man, nor is that flesh the flesh of sin but the likeness of the flesh of sin, while the external appearance of flesh comes from the true nature of the birth, and the likeness of the flesh of sin is free from the imperfections of human suffering. Thus, the man Jesus Christ also possesses the true nature of the birth while He is a man, and sin is not proper to Him while He is Christ, because He who is man could not but be man since He was born, and He who is Christ could not have lost that which Christ is because He is Christ. Thus, while Christ Jesus is man, He who is man also possesses the birth of man, and He who is Christ is not subject to the sinful weakness of man" 160 .
To conclude presented thoughts, we think of the hypothesis (Simonetti, Hanson) , if it is based on the Book Ten of De Trinitate, that Photinus insisted on wholeness of Christ's humanity, meaning the Christ's possession of the human soul, as well as a soteriological motivation of that insistence (Simonetti) can be relativized, or at least point out on the conditionality of that discourse. The debate of the wholeness of the humanity of Christ as seen by Photinus's would be more initiated, if any, by a debate of his adversaries (each out of his own reason, be that Arian or Hilarian), than Photinus would insisted on it per se. *** Review of the doctrine of Photinus of Sirmium, as interpreted in Hilary's work De Trinitate, is difficult since Hilary provides just the basic outline of his opponents' doctrines, tries to reduce all heresies to "one capital error" and names not his living opponents (Smulders) . It is known that Photinus' error was primarily Christological, which is confirmed by Hilary's testimony in De Trinitate that the only beginning of Jesus Christ (the Son, the Word), is that when He begins to exist as a human being.
According to Hilary, for Photinus the subject of the Incarnation is God the Word/the Word of God. The relationship of the Word and the Father, according to Hilary's interpretation, Photinus defines through analogy between the Word and the speaker; for Photinus it is a mere word by its nature, the expression of thought and the announcement of the future realities. Referring to Hilary, Photinus' standpoint is based on a miscomprehension of Jn 1:1 "the Word was with God", which he understood as "the Word was in God". For the purpose of the Incarnation, the Word ultimately understood as a part of God's powers, extended in order to dwell in man who was conceived in Mary. This error could be related to the Anathemas no. 6 and no. 7 at the Sirmium Council in 351, which condemn a standpoint according to which the Substance of God extends and contracts (no. 6), and the one according to which, the Son is the substance of God extended. In addition, these Anathemas are related to heretical doctrine presented in Hilary's De synodis 45, according to which "the Unborn God by expansion of His substance extended Himself as far as the holy Virgin, in order that this extension produced by the increase of His nature and assuming manhood might be called Son" Finally, referring to Hilary, for Photinus the Word is just a part or one of God's powers and it does not actually distinguish from God. It is something always internum to God. Photinus' doctrine excludes originating of the Word/ the Son from the Father by (true) generation. Based on Hilary's interpretation, the Word of God as understood by Photinus is not endowed with subsistence nor existence, so God is ultimately solitary. It is a strict Monarchianism.
For Photinus' understanding of the conception of Jesus Christ in Mary, De Trinitate offers two possible interpretations. According to the first, the Virgin Mary conceived through the non-subsistent Word of God, therefore, by supernatural intervention. According to the second, possible understanding of completely natural conception with all its consequences including Original sin is allowed.
According to Hilary's interpretation of Photinus' doctrine, for the purpose of Incarnation the Word of God/God the Word "assumes" ("takes on") whole man, the entire living person already conceived in Mary. This "assuming" of a man, "the Incarnation" of the Word is accomplished through the extention of the non-subsistant Word of God and its in/dwelling in that man.
Hilary claims that "the Incarnation", as understood by Photinus, results in two subjects. On the one hand, it is a mere common man who was born of Mary, and whose soul was his only vital and, as it seems, operative principle. On the other hand, it is the non-subsistent Word of God that dwells in the Man. Based on the text of De Trinitate and according to Photinus, the Word can not be attributed any novum after the Incarnation, from the ontological point of view.
According to De Trinitate, Photinus reduce the union of the Man who was born of Mary and non-subsistent Word of God (a part of God's powers) to temporary and accidental in/dwelling, taking up of the residence of the Word of God in the man, in a manner the Spirit (of prophecy) dwells in the prophets.
The effect of the dwelling of the Word of God in the man (or the dwelling itself) can be taken as prophetal inspiration or animation consisting of mere external strengthening of the man and empowering him for his and Divine activity, nevertheless, man's vital, and as it seems operative, principle is his soul.
The union of the Word and the man is only a temporary and accidental. Based on De Trinitate, "Divine Sonship" or filiation and "deification" of man born of Mary, according to Photinus, seems to be due to the fact that the nonsubsisting Word of God -a part of God's powers -dwells in him, inspiring or animating him by strengthening him and empowering him for divine activity.
According to De Trinitate, the Son, that is, Christ, or the Word of God, begins to exist or subsist only in time, with the birth of Mary. The Word, that is, the Son, Christ has no pre-existence and is not the co-Creator of the world. Photinus therefore relates him to time and denies His eternal generation. For Hilary, Photinus' position is clearly adoptionist: the man is assumed into the Son and into the God.
According to Hilary, in Photinus' doctrine there is no place for the real Incarnation of the true Son of God. Hilary's interpretation of Photinus' understanding of Jesus Christ, the Son, is that he is not the Word made flesh, nor he is one and the same both God and Man. For Hilary Jesus Christ or Son of God as Photinus understands him is just someone like a prophet (a man) inspired, that is empowered by a Word of God -a part of God's powers -for divine activity; ultimately, Hilary reduces him to a mere man, to a creature.
Taking into consideration the opinions expressed in the scholarship according to which Photinus, motivated by soteriology, insisted on the wholeness of Jesus' humanity, that is on the fact that he had a human soul -the opinions that are based on a single source being it the Book Ten of Hilary's De Trinitate -as well as Arian understanding of the pro-Nicene Christology and the actual circumstances in which such Christology was interpreted as Photinus' Adoptionism, it seems reasonable to hold that these opinions can be taken relatively and that on the basis of the Book Ten of De Trinitate Photinus insisted on the wholeness of the human nature of Jesus Christ, that is on the fact that he had a human soul, just to the extent that he held that he was a mere man (in whom the non-subsisting Word of God dwelt as a Spirit in a prophet). Photinus error is primarily Christological. The first part of the article deals with Hilary's interpretation of Photinus'understanding of the subject of the Incarnation according to which God the Word/the Word of God was comprehended as a part or one of God's powers, a mere word, the expression of thought, which does not really differ from God, having no subsistence or existence, so that God is ultimately considered solitary. It is a strict Monarchianism.
The second part focuses on Photinus'understanding (based on De Trinitate) of what was "assumed" of the humanity by the Word of God for the purpose of Incarnation, and in which way. Two interpretations referring to Photinus'understanding of the conception of Jesus Christ in Mary, attribute it supernatural causes (the Virginal conception by the non-subsistent Word) and presumably quite natural causes. For the purpose of the Incarnation, the Word of God "assumes" ("takes on") the entire man, conceived in Mary. The "Incarnation", as such, is accomplished by the extension of the non-subsisting Word and its in/ dwelling in that man.
Based on De Trinitate, the third part deals with the effects of "the Incarnation" as it was understood by Photinus. Hilary concludes that it results in two subjects: on the one hand, it is solus communis generis homo who was born of Mary, and on the other hand, the non-subsistent Word of God that dwelt in that man. The union of the man born of Mary and the Word of God -a part of God's powers -is reduced, by Photinus and in Hilary's interpretation, to habitatio, temporary and accidental in/dwelling of the Word of God in the man in a manner the Spirit dwelt in prophets. The effect of the in/dwelling of the Word in a man born of Mary (or the dwelling itself) can be taken as prophetal inspiration, animation, consisting of mere external strengthening of the man and empowering him for his and Divine activity, nevertheless, man's vital and, and as it seems operative, principle is his soul.
Based on De Trinitate, Divine Sonship or filiation and "deification" of man born of Mary, according to Photinus, seems to be due to the fact that the nonsubsisting Word of God -a part of God's powers -dwells in him, inspiring or animating him by strengthening him and empowering him for divine activity.
According to Hilary, Photinus denies pre-existence of the Word, that is, the Son, Christ so he cannot even be the co-Creator of the world. He becomes existent, that is, subsistent only through the Incarnation and birth of Mary. For Hilary, Photinus' adoptionist position is clear: the man is assumed into the Son and into the God.
According to Hilary, in Photinus' doctrine there is no place for the real Incarnation of the true Son of God. Hilary's interpretation of Photinus' understanding of Jesus Christ, the Son, is that he is not the Word made flesh, nor he is one and the same both God and Man. For Hilary Jesus Christ or Son of God as Photinus understands him is just someone like a prophet (a man) inspired, that is empowered by a Word of God dwelling in him -by a part of God's powers -for divine activity; ultimately, Hilary reduces him to a mere man, to a creature.
The fourth part points out that opinions expressed in the scholarship -based exclusively on the Book Ten of Hilary's De Trinitate -according to which Photinus, motivated by soteriology, insisted on the wholeness of Jesus' humanity that is on the fact that Jesus Christ had a human soul, should be taken relatively. To conclude, on the basis of Book Ten of De Trinitate Photinus insisted on the wholeness of the humanity of Jesus Christ, that is, on his possessing of the human soul, just to the extent which he held that he was a mere man (in whom the nonsubsistent Word of God dwelt as a Spirit in prophets). Błąd Fotyna tkwi przede wszystkim w chrystologii. Pierwsza część artykułu dotyczy interpretacji, jakiej dokonał Hilary odnośnie do doktryny Fotyna na temat wcielenia, zgodnie z którą Bóg Słowo / Słowo Boże było rozumiane jako część lub jeden z przymiotów Bożych, albo zwykłe słowo, czy ekspresja myśli, które w istocie nie różni się od Boga i nie posiada żadnego życia ani istnienia, tak że ostatecznie koncepcja ta twierdzi, że Bóg jest tylko sam. Jest to rygorystyczny monarchianizm.
Druga część koncentruje się na pojmowaniu przez Fotyna (na podstawie De Trinitate) tego, co i w jaki sposób Słowo Boże "przybrało" z człowieczeństwa w celu wcielenia. Pojmowanie poczęcia Jezusa Chrystusa w Maryi przez Fotyna szło w dwóch kierunkach: jeden zakładał nadnaturalne przyczyny (dziewicze poczęcie przez niesubstancjalne Słowo), drugi zaś przypuszczalnie zupełnie naturalne. W celu wcielenia Słowo Boże "przyjmuje" ("przybiera") całego człowieka, poczętego z Maryi. "Wcielenie" jako takie jest więc zrealizowane poprzez rozszerzenie niesubstancjalnego Słowa i jego zamieszkanie w człowieku.
